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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to tiie amendment filed on October 26, 2007. 

2. Claims 1-27 and 29-37 have been examined. 

Response to Amendments 

3. Per Applicants' request, claims 1, 11-13, 15-16, 18, 21, 24, 26, and 29-32 have been 
amended and claim 28 has been canceled. 

4. The objection to the specification is withdrawn in view of Applicants' amendments. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicants' arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of 
rejection presented in this Office action 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 03 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-4, 6-14, 16-27, 29-34, and 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Dardinski (art of record, US Patent No. 6,754,885) in view of 
Van Huben (art of record, US Patent No. 6,654,747). 

Claim 1: 

Dardinski discloses a method for enforcing a life cycle process in a source 
control system, comprising: 

receiving a life cycle process having a plurality of states (e.g., FIG. 45, 
col.52: 6-60; col.54: 58-64; col.58: 16-23); 
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providing a cliange state function for a user to change a current one of 
said states associated witli an object to a next one of said states associated with said 
object {e.g., col.53: 40-52; col.54: 58-64; col.107: 7-18; col.63: 2-23); 

providing version control for said object in said source control system 
(e.g., col:51: 59-col.52: 14; col.55: 14-63). 

Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, in an analogous 
art, Van Huben further discloses: 

receiving a user-defined life cycle process having a plurality of states, 
each state having attributes; receiving user-defined state transitions between said 
plurality of states {e.g,, FIG. 5A-B, col.15: 63-col.16: 14); 

providing a change state function for a user to change a current one of 
said states associated with an object to a next one of said states associated with said 
object {e.g., col.16: 15-24), 

said change state function verifying compliance with said user-defined 
state transitions (e.g., col.16: 25-41). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so to permits alternative techniques for 
implementing complex application algorithms, simplify customization, and provide code 
maintenance and deployment as suggested by Van Huben (e.g., coL15: 63 - col.16: 41). 

Claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said version 
control comprises: providing a check-in function; and providing a check-out function 
(e.g. col.53: 53 -col.54: 38). 

Claim 3: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Van Huben further discloses said 
attributes include a fallback state (e.g., FIG. 5A-B, col.1 5: 63 - col.16: 24). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claim 1 above. 

Claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 1 Is incorporated. DardinskI also discloses receiving user- 
defined security for said user-defined state transitions (e.g., col.64: 12-53). 

Claim 6: 

The rejection of claim A is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said user- 
defined security includes wtiicli users tiave permission to maf<e whicti state transitions 
(e.g., col.64: 46 - col.65: 16). 

Claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said object is a 
control strategy for a process control system (e.g., FIG. 1 , col.8: 23 - col.9: 20). 

Claim 8: 

The rejection of claim 7 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said attributes 
include whether said control strategy is loadable to a controller (e.g., FIG. 2, col.9: 21- 
51). 

Claim 9: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Van Huben further discloses receiving 
said user-defined life cycle process having said plurality of states, each state having 
attributes is performed through a user interface having an editable table, said table 
having state names as rows and attributes as columns and having cells indicating 
values for said attributes (e.g., col.1 6: 25-41 ). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth above. 

Claim 10: 

The rejection of claim 6 is incorporated. Van Huben further discloses receiving 
user- defined state transitions between said plurality of states is performed through a 
user interface having an editable table, said table having state names as rows and 
column and having cells indicating which users have permission to make which state 
transitions (e.g., FIG. 5A-B and related text). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth above. 

Claim 11: 

Dardinski discloses a computer readable medium having executable instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method in a life cycle process of determining permissions 
for actions with an object based on a state of said object, said life cycle process 
comprises a plurality of states that each have a state definition and a plurality of state 
transitions between the plurality of states (e.g., FIG. 45, col.52: 6 - coL55: 64), said 
method comprising: 

receiving a request to perform an action with said object (e.g., FIG. 45, 
col.52: 6-60; col. 54: 58-64; col. 58: 16-23); 

determining whether said object has ever been checked-in to a source 
control system {e.g., col.54: 10-38; FIG. 8); 

determining whether said object is currently checked-in (e.g., col.56: 60 - 
col.57: 4; coL53: 32- col.54: 38); 

providing a permission status to perform^ or not perform said action with 
said object (e.g., col.64: 46 - col.65: 16). 
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Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, Van Huben 
further discloses: 

said life cycle process comprises a plurality of user defined states that eacfi 
have a state definition and a plurality of user defined state transitions between the 
plurality of states (e.g., col. 15: 63 - col. 16: 41); 

retrieving from said plurality of definitions, a definition of said user defined 
state of said object; determining from said definition whether said action is permissible 
in said state (e.g., col.15: 63 - col.16: 14); and 

providing a permission status to perform or not perform said action with 
said object {e.g., FIG. 5A-B and related text). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claim 1 above. 

Claim 12: 

Dardinski discloses a computer readable medium having executable instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method of validating state transitions between states, said 
method comprising: 

determining whether said object is checked-in (e.g., col. 53: 53 - col. 54: 9; 

FIG. 8); 

permitting said state transition, if said user has permission (e.g., col.64: 

12-53); and 

providing a state transition status (e.g., col.64: 46 - col.65: 16). 
Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, Van Huben 
further discloses: 

validating user defined state transitions between user defined states (e.g., 
FIG. 5A-B and related text), 

mal<ing a user defined state transition &om one of said user defined states 
to a next one of said user defined states (e.g., col.16: 1 5-41 ); 
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a user-defined state transition model ttiat comprises restrictions and 
permissions for said user defined state transitions (e.g., col.1 5: 63 - col.1 6: 14). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claim 1 above. 

Claim 13: 

Dardinski discloses a computer readable medium tiaving executable instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method of validating a state transition from a current state 
to a next state of a plurality of states, said method comprising: 

determining whether said next state in a state transition request from a 
user is allowed from said current state in said stiate transition request based on 
transition restrictions (e.g. col. 64: 12-53); 

determining whether said user has permission to make said state 
transition based on said transition restrictions (e.g., col.64: 46 - col.65: 1 6); and 

providing a state transition status (e.g., col.52: 6-60; col.64: 46 - col.65: 

16). 

Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, Van Huben 
further discloses: 

validating a user defined state transition from a current state to a next 
state of a plurality of user defined states (e.g., col.15: 63 - col. 16: 14), 

said user defined state transition request based on user-defined transition 
restrictions and providing a state transition status (e.g., col.16: 15-41). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claim 1 above. 



Claim 14: 
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The rejection of claim 13 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses determining 
whether said state transition has a restricted signing requirement and, if so, verifying 
that said restricted signing requirement is met (e.g., col.64: 1 2-45; col.65: 45-62). 

Claim 16: 

Dardinski discloses a computer readable medium having executable instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method of determining a new state for an object version 
upon checl<-in, said method comprising: 

determining whether said object is being checl<ed-in for a first time (e.g., 
FIG. 8, col. 14: 38-65; FIG. 45, col.52: 6 - col.55; 64); 

a first pre-defined state, if said object is being checked-in for said first time 
(e.g., 001.21:21-41; col.54: 10-38), 

wherein a second state is a iife cycle stage of said qualification process 
(e.g., col.61 : 24 - col.62: 37); and 

providing said second state, if said object is being checked-in for said first 
time (e.g., col.54: 5-21 and 58-64). 

Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, in an analogous 
art. Van Huben further discloses: 

a user defined qualifications process comprising a plurality of user defined 
states {e.g., col. 15: 63-col.16: 41); 

retrieving a first fallback state from said plurality of user defined states for 
a first pre-defined state, if said object is being checked-in for said first time (e.g., col. 1 6: 
15-41); 

providing said first fallback state, if said object is being checked-in for said 
first time (e.g., col.15; 63 - col.16: 24). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claim 1 above. 



Claim 17: 



I 
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The rejection of claim 16 is incorporated. Van Huben further discloses retrieving 
a current state for a cun'ent version of said object, if said object is not being cliecl<ed-in 
for said first time; retrieving a current falibacl< state for said current state of said object, if 
said object is not being checked-in for said first time; and providing said cun'ent faiiback 
state, if said object is not being checked-in for said first time (e.g., col.16: 1-41 ). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth above. 

Claim 18: 

DardinskI discloses a computer readable medium having executable instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method of processing an addition of a new state to a life 
cycle qualification process comprising a plurality of states (e.g., FIG. 45, col.52: 6 - 
col.55; 64), said method comprising: 

receiving a definition of said new state from a user (e.g., col. 14: 38-65; 
col.21: 21-41; col.7: 12-29), 

a second state, wherein said second state is a life cycle stage of said 
qualification process (e.g., col.54: 5-21 ; col.54: 58-64; col.61 : 24 - col.62: 37). 

Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, Van Huben 
further discloses: 

a new state to a life cycle qualification process comprising a plurality of 
user defined states, a definition of said new state Including a name and a fallback state, 
wherein said fallback state is a life cycle stage of said qualification process (e.g., FIG. 
5A-B and related text); 

determining whether said name is unique among existing state definitions 
of said plurality of user defined states; validating said fallback state (e.g., col. 15: 63 - 
col.16; 41); and 

adding said definition to a source control system, only if said name is 
unique and said fallback state is valid (e.g., col.1 6: 1 5-41 ). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinsl<i's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so to pemnit alternative techniques (i.e., state 
tables with state names, promotion states, and fallback states) for implementing 
complex application algorithm as suggested by Van Huben (e.g., col. 15: 63 - col.16: 
12). 

Claim 19: 

The rejection of claim 18 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said definition 
includes, a restricted signing requirement and furtfier comprising: validating said 
restricted signing requirement; and wherein said adding said definition to said source 
control system Is performed on an additional condition of whether said restricted signing 
requirement is valid (e.g., FIG. 58, 56, 61 and related text). 

Claim 20: 

The rejection of claim 18 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses determining 
whether said user has a privilege to edit said definition; and wherein said adding said 
definition to said source control system Is performed on an additional condition of 
whether said user has said privilege (e.g., security, section 1.10; permission, section 
1.10.1.4). 

Claim 21: 

Dardinski discloses a computer readable medium having executable Instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method of processing a modification of a state of a plurality 
of states of a qualification process, said method comprising: 

receiving a modified definition of said user state from a user, wherein said 
state is a life cycle stage of said qualification process (e.g., col. 52: 6-60; col. 53: 32 - 
col.54: 64; col.58: 16-23). 

Dardinski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, Van Huben 
further discloses: 
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a modification of a state of a plurality of user defined states of a user 
defined qualification process, said modified definition of said user defined state 
including a name and a fallback state, wherein said fallback state is a life cycle stage of 
said qualification process (e.g., col. 15: 63 - col.16: 41 ); 

determining whether said name is unique among existing user defined 
state definitions; validating said fallback state; and updating said modified definition in a 
source control system, only if said name is unique.and said fallback state is valid (e.g., 
FIG. 5A-B and related text). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claims 16 and 18 above. 

Claim 22: 

The rejection of claim 21 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said definition 
includes a restricted signing requirement and further comprising: validating said 
restricted signing requirement; and wherein said updating said modified definition in 
said source control system is performed on an additional condition of whether said 
restricted signing requirement is valid (e.g., security, section 1.10; pemnission, section 
1.10.1.4). 

Claim 23: 

The rejection of claim 21 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses determining 
whether said user has a privilege to edit said definition; and wherein said updating said 
modified definition in said source control system is performed on an additional condition 
of whether said user has said privilege (e.g., FIG. 56 and related text). 

Claim 24: 

Dardinski also discloses a computer readable medium having executable 
instructions stored thereon to perform a method of processing the deletion of a state of 
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a plurality of states in a life cycle process of a source control system, said method 
comprising: 

a state definition (e.g., FIG. 45, col.52: 6-60; col.53: 32 - col.54: 64); 

objects in said source control system have a current state equal to said 
state (e.g., FIG. 1; col.8: 23 - col.9: 20; FIG. 2, col.9: 21-51). 
Dardinski does not explicitly disclose: 

the deletion of a state of a plurality of user defined states in a life cycle 
process; receiving a request to delete a state definition for said state from a user; 
determining whether said state definition is referenced by any other state definition in 
said source control system (e.g., col. 16: 1 5-41 ); 

determining whether any objects in said source control system have a 
cun'ent state equal to said state (e.g., FIG. 5A-B and related text); 

deleting said state definition from said source control system, only if said 
state definition is not referenced by any other state definition in said source control 
system and no objects in said, source control system have said current state equal to 
said state (e.g., col.1 5: 63 - col.1 6: 24). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the tinne 
the invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claims 16 and 18 above. 

Claim 25: 

The rejection of claim 24 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses determining 
whether said user has a privilege to delete said definition; and wherein said deleting 
said state definition from said source control system is performed on an additional 
condition of whether said user has said privilege (e.g., security, section 1.10; 
permission, section 1.10.1.4). 

Claim 26: 

Dardinski discloses a source control system for a process control system, 
comprising: 
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a processor (e.g., FIG. 1 , col.8: 23 - col.9: 20); 

a life cycle process component executable on said processor to enforce 
compliance with life cycle states of objects of a control strategy of a plurality of devices 
of said process control system {e.g., co\.52: 6-60; col.54: 58-64; col.58: 16-23); 

a version control component executable on said processor to associate a 
one or more version numbers with said objects (e.g.,, col.51 : 59 - col.52: 14; col.55: 14- 
63); 

a state configuration component executable on said processor; and a 
controller in communication with said processor via network to be loaded with said 
objects to provide process control of said plurality of devices according to said control 
strategy (e.g., FIG. 45, col.52: 6 - col.55: 64). 

Dardlnski does not explicitly disclose other limitations. However, Van Huben 
further discloses: 

user-defined life cycle states of objects of a control strategy of a plurality 
of devices of said process control system (e.g., col.16; 15-24); 

a state configuration component executable on said processor to receive 
state information from a user for each state (e.g., col. 15: 63 - col.16: 14); and 

a controller in communication with said processor via a networl< to be 
loaded with said objects to provide process control of said plurality of devices according 
to said control strategy (e.g., col.16: 25-41 ). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the Invention was made to combine Van Huben's teaching into Dardinski's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so as set forth in claim 1 above. 

Claim 27: 

The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses another 
processor to back-up said processor {e.g., col.8: 23 - col.9: 20). 



Claim 29: 
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The rejection of claim 26 Is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said state 
information includes a state name and an indication of whettier load to controller is 
allowed from that state (e.g., col. 61 : 24 - col.62: 18). 

Claim 30: 

The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said state 
information includes a fallback state (e.g., col.61 : 24 - col.62: 37; col.54: 5-21 ). 

Claim 31: 

The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said state 
information includes an indication of whether restricted signing is needed (e.g., col.64: 
12-45; col.65: 45-62). 

Claim 32: 

The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said state 
configuration component provides editing functions for said state information (e.g., 
col.108: 5-15). 

Claim 33: 

The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses a state 
transition component executable on said processor to receive state transition 
configuration requirements from a user (e.g., col.51 : 59 - col. 52: 14; col. 55: 14-63). 

Claim 34: 

The rejection of claim 33 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses said state 
transition configuration requirements include which users have permission to make 
particular state transitions (e.g., col.64: 12-45; col.61 : 24 - col.62: 18). 



Claim 36: 
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The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinsl<i also discloses said version 
control component provides checl<-in and check-out functions (e.g., col. 53: 53 - col.54: 
38). 

Claim 37: 

The rejection of claim 26 is incorporated. Dardinski also discloses a cliange 
qualification state component to process a qualification state transition request from a 
aser (e.g., col.64: 12-53). 

8. Claims 5, 15, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dardinski in view of Van Huben, and further in view of Murthy (art of record, US Patent 
No. 7,000,118). 
Claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated. Dardinski discloses permission (FIG. 61 , 
section 1.10.1.4 and 1.10.2), security (FIG. 58, section 1.10), and audit trail (FIG. 56, 
section 1 .8.4.7), but does not explicitly disclose electronic signatures. 

However, in an analogous art, Murthy further discloses electronic signatures 
(e.g., col.1: 48-COI.2: 4). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine IVIurthy's teaching into Dardinski and Van Huben's 
teaching. One would have been motivated to do so to validate the audit trail as 
suggested by Murthy (e.g., col.1 : 48-67). 

Claim 15: 

Dardinski discloses a computer readable medium having executable instructions 
stored thereon to perform a method of validating a state transition of a life cycle process 
in a source control system, said method comprising: 
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determining wlietlier a current state transition in a state transition request 
for an object from a user requires a permission (e.g., col.52: 6-60; col.53: 32 - col.54: 
64; col.58: 16-23); FIG. 61, sectionl.10); 

allowing said current state transition only if said user has the permission 
(e.g., FIG. 56, 58 and related text). 

DardinskI does not disdose other limitations. However, in an analogous art. Van 
Huben further discloses: 

a user defined state transition of a life cycle process in a source control 
system, determining whether a current user defined state transition in a state transition 
request for an object ^om a user based on user-defined transition restrictions of said life 
cycle process (e.g., FIG. 5A-B and.related text); 

determining whether a previous user defined state transition for said 
object, allowing said current user defined state transition; and providing a validation 
status (e.g., col. 15: 63 -col. 16: 41). 

Neither Dardinski nor Van Huben explicitly discloses the remaining limitations. 
However, in an analogous art, Murthy further discloses determining whether a current 
state transition In a state transition request for an object from a user requires an 
electronic signature; determining whether a previous state transition for said object 
required a previous electronic signature, if said current state transition requires a current 
electronic signature; allowing said current state transition only if said previous electronic 
signature is different than said current electronic signature (e.g., col.2: 1-21 ; col.2: 63 - 
col.3: 2). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Murthy' s teaching into Dardinski and Van Huben' s 
teaching. One would have been motivated to do so to support the four-eye principle in 
a secure database system as suggested by Murthy (e.g., col.2: 5-21 ). 



Claim 35: 
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The rejection of claim 33 is incorporated. Murthy furtlier discloses said state 
transition configuration requirements include an indication of whether an electronic 
signature is needed to make particular state transitions (e.g., col.2: 63 - col.3: 2). 

. Conclusion 

9. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner Thuy 
Dao (Twee), whose telephone is (571) 272 8570. The examiner can nomnally be 
reached on every Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday from 6:00AM to 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam, can be reached at (571) 272 3695. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 273 8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone 
number is (571) 272 2100. 

Infonmation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



T. Dao 




